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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, February 3, 1995

The House met at 10 a.m.

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Ken Massey, pas-
tor, Calvary Baptist Church, Waco, TX,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, bless Your servants in
Congress today. Grant them clear vi-
sion and immutable wisdom. Help them
speak and act truthfully in a world of
lies. Keep them true to Constitution
and conscience.

I ask, O Lord, that You protect and
sustain them as they seek to govern
with integrity. As they turn to You,
guard them from fear and grant them
faith. Protect them from cynicism and
give them courage. Save them from
pride and lead them to authentic
servanthood.

I especially ask You to bless those
who work for peace today: Among war-
ring nations, cultures in conflict, cities
in crisis, families divided. Bless those
who promote peace in this House and
in Your house. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, 1 would
inquire of the Chair, will there be any
limitations on 1-minutes today?

The SPEAKER. The Chair is in-
formed that we have talked with Mem-
bers on the gentleman's side of the
aisle, and if there is no Journal vote,
the Chair will entertain 20 l-minute
speeches on each side.

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the Chadir.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. EDWARDS led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge alleglance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

THE REVEREND DR. KEN MASSEY

(Mr. EDWARDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
personal pleasure and privilege to in-
troduce our guest chaplain of today,
Dr. Kenneth Massey of my hometown
of Waco, TX, a personal friend and my
wife’s pastor.

He is a native of Beaumont, TX,
graduated from Baylor University in
1978, In 1984 and 1987 he received a mas-
ters and doctoral degrees from South-
western Seminary in Forth Worth.

He pastored in Garland, TX and
Marks, MS, and has been at Calvary
Baptist in Waco since 1990.

He is married to Sara Miller Massey
and has three wonderful children,
Kristen, Aaron, and Adreana.

He enjoys hunting, golf, and reading
and, in addition to a great pastorhood
for Calvary Baptist, he has reached out
to the community of Waco, TX, with
his religious beliefs and convictions to
all of the people of our great city.

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

(Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, our
Contract With America states the fol-
lowing:

On the first day of Congress, a Re-
publican House will:

Require Congress to live under the
same laws as everyone else; cut com-
mittee staffs by one-third; and cut the
congressional budget.

We have done that.

It goes on to state that in the first
100 days, we will vote on the following
items: a balanced budget amendment—
we have done this; unfunded mandates
legislation—we have done this; line-
item veto—we are doing that today; a
new crime bill to stop violent crimi-
nals; welfare reform to encourage
work, not dependence; family rein-
forcement to crack down on deadbeat
dads and protect our children; tax cuts
for families to lift Government's bur-
den from middle income Americans;
national security restoration to pro-
tect our freedoms; seniors citizens' eq-
uity act to allow our seniors to work
without Government penalty; Govern-
ment regulatory reform; commonsense
legal reform to end frivolous lawsuits;
and congressional term limits to make
congress a citizen legislature.

Mr. Speaker, this is our Contract
With America.

HOUSE RESOLUTION 66, A
COMPROMISE ON TERM LIMITS

(Mr. DEAL of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1- minute.)

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
soon this body will be considering the
issue of term limits. It is an issue that
divides many of us, not on the principle
but on the details.

Roll Call has recently had a headline
in which it talks about a civil war over
term limits in which organizations
that support certain numbers of years
have actually had campaigns against
those who support longer term limits. I
have introduced House Resolution 66,
which is a proposition that hopefully
accommodates all of those who are in-
terested in this issue. It would set a 12-
year outer limit by this constitutional
amendment, but would also recognize
that States would not be preempted
from setting lower limits by State
statute if they chose to do so.

I would urge those who support the
concept of term limits to examine
House Resolution 66. It accommodates
the principle of term limits, but recog-
nizes the importance of States to set
lower limits if they chose to do so.

ANNOUNCEMENT ON AMENDMENT
PROCESS FOR THE CRIME BILLS

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to announce to Members that the Rules
Committee will meet next Monday,
February 6, at 2 p.m. to consider rules
for the first two of the six crime bills
ordered reported by the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

The first two bills are: H.R. 665, Vic-
tim Restitution Act, and H.R. 666, Ex-
clusionary Rule Reform Act.

The chairman of the House Judiciary
Committee has requested that each of
these bills be considered under an open
rule. He has further requested that the
rule include a provision giving priority
in recognition to Members who have
caused their amendments to be printed
in the amendment section of the CoNn-
GRESSIONAL RECORD prior to their con-
sideration.

There is a strong possibility that the
Rules Committee will report the rules
requested, and Members may want to
avail themselves of the option of pre-

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [ 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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filing amendments in order to gain pri-
ority in recognition, though there is no
requirement that they do so. Members
will still be recognized whether their
amendments are in the RECORD or not.

Later in the week it is anticipated
that the Judiciary Committee will be
coming to the Rules Committee with
four additional crime bills. They are:
H.R. 668, Criminal Alien Deportation
Improvements Act; H.R. 667, Violent
Criminal Incarceration Act; H.R. 729,
Effective Death Penalty Act, and H.R.
728, Local Government Law Enforce-
ment Block Grants Act.
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Of these, the Criminal Alien Deporta-
tion Improvements Act may also be
considered under an open rule with an
option to gain priority in recognition
by pre-printing amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The remaining three bills may be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule, with a possible overall
time limitation on the amending proc-
ess. There would also be the option to
gain priority in recognition by pre-
printing amendments in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

If Members choose to avail them-
selves of the pre-printing option,
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amendments should be titled, “*‘Submit-
ted for printing under clause 6 of Rule
XXIII," signed by the Member, and
submitted at the Speaker's table.

Members should use the Office of the
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted.

The amendments must still be con-
sistent with House rules. It is not nec-
essary to submit amendments to the
Rules Committee or to testify.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to put
Members on notice as to what sort of
amending process they might expect on
the six crime bills.

TENTATIVE SCHEDULING OF CRIME BILLS IN RULES COMMITTEE

Judiciary Deadiine an- - Rules Rule on
Bill files prasbiinbuly Filing deadline naets floor

H.R. 665, Victim restitution 2-2  NA (open) NA -6 2-1
H.R. 666, Exclusi rule reform 2-2  NA (open) NA -6 2-1
H.R. 668, Criminal alien d tis 2-6  NA (open) NA -8 9
HR. 667, Violent criminal i {prisons) -6 Noon, 2-7 2-8 2-9
HR. 729, Effective death penalty 2-1 Noon, 2-8 -3 210
HR. 728, Block grants 2 Noen, 2-9 2-10 2-13

For the purpose of drafting amend-
ments, the text to be amended will be
available at the Judiciary Committee
Office, 2138 Rayburn House Office
Building, for the following bills on the
following dates:

H.R. 667, February 6.

H.R. 729, February 7.

H.R. 728, February 8.

Mr, VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield briefly to my
friend, the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Speaker, under
the three bills that we are talking
about that would have a time limit,
those are habeas corpus, and what are
the three again?

Mr. SOLOMON. They are the Violent
Criminal Incarceration Act, the Effec-
tive Death Penalty Act, and the Block
Grants Act for Local Government Law
Enforcement.

Mr. VOLKMER. Habeas corpus, the
prison construction, and what was the
third one?

Mr. SOLOMON. It is the block grants
bill.

Mr. VOLKMER. The block grant.
That is on the crime prevention pro-
gram.

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me just explain.
The first three bills will more than
likely be considered under totally open
rules, and that is the way it should be.
The only exceptions to open rules
would be in the next three. In other
words, we may have to shut down de-
bate to be out of here by April 8 so
Members can have the 3 weeks back
home for Easter and the district work
period. That is terribly important.
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And there is a possibility we might
take the last three bills and limit de-
bate to one full day. That could mean
12 hours from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. on each
of those last three. Hopefully we might

not even have to do that. If we can just
move along with these six crime bills,
we will have gotten them out of the
way so that we can stay on schedule for
our Easter break.

Mr. VOLKMER. Will the gentleman
be able to determine whether or not
that even would be necessary some-
what by a number of amendments that
may be prefiled?

Mr. SOLOMON. Could very well be.
We are going to consult with the mi-
nority on all of these bills.

Mr. VOLKMER. All right. And the
other thing, in other words, I would
urge Members, like you have, for peo-
ple to put them in the RECORD, and also
to contact the Committee on Rules to
give you a better idea of where you
have to go.

Mr. SOLOMON. That is correct. And
that can be very helpful to Members. I
would point out that one Member on
your side of the aisle prefiled an
amendment for another bill. It turned
out that it was a flawed amendment.
The Parliamentarians caught it. The
Member was able to correct it, and it
benefited him. It would benefit all
Members to prefile their amendments,
although there is no requirement for
that.

Mr. VOLEMER. Could I ask you one
additional question?

Mr. SOLOMON. All right. We have to
get on with it.

Mr. VOLKMER. I understand that.
But I think this is very important.

You are saying that you are talking
about an overall time limit on the
total bill, not on any one amendment.
Therefore, if there are, let us say, you
do do that on one bill, let us take the
habeas corpus bill, and let us say there
are still 50 or 60 amendments that are
offered, that means that at the end we
would still have to vote on those
amendments even though there may
not be any debate time left?

Mr. SOLOMON. Not necessarily. If
there were an overall time limitation
on the amendment process, in other
words, the consideration of amend-
ments might cease at a particular
time. Let's say there is 1 hour on the
rule, 1 hour on the general debate, and
6 hours on the amendment process.

With another 4 hours of walking
time—voting time—we could consume
altogether up to 12 hours on the clock.
At the end of the 6-hour debate period
for amendments, not counting the time
consumed in voting, no further amend-
ments could be considered at that
point. It would benefit Members if they
have significant amendments to decide
which of those are truly significant and
lay them out so that Members can be
to heard on those amendments. That
would be fair to your side.

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
ON MAKING GOVERNMENT MORE
EFFICIENT

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, since I
spoke here a week and a half ago about
the outrageous amounts of money this
body spends to provide Members of
Congress with their own gold embossed
set of code books, I received a great
deal of support from colleagues on hoth
sides of the aisle.

Today I will introduce a resolution
that will make a few simple changes in
the way Members obtain the United
States Code book. First of all, this res-
olution will not prevent Members from
obtaining the laws of this land for their
use as legislators.

Instead, the measure will actually
expand options for obtaining the code.
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For instance, if they choose, Members
can purchase the entire code for $37 on
CD-ROM, or they can obtain the Gov-
ernment printed version of the code for
a fraction of the cost. If they really
want these gold books, buy them out of
your own office account, not the
Clerk's contingency fund.

Mr. Speaker, today is the Blst anni-
versary of the 16th amendment which
gave the power of government to tax.
Boy, have we taxed, and, boy, have we
spent.

To people inside the beltway, saving
half a billion dollars may be small and
minuscule. To me it is a lot of money.
To the taxpayers it is a lot of money.

I urge you to support my resolution
on making Government more efficient.

SUPPORT AN INCREASE IN THE
MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, today the
President of the United States set for-
ward a very bold plan that is overdue,
and that is to raise the minimum wage
for workers in this Nation who have
steadily seen the erosion of their abil-
ity to support themselves and their
families.

The actual minimum wage, when ad-
justed for inflation, has fallen 50 cents
just since 1991, and it is 27 percent less
than it was back in 1979.

I ask Members on both sides, Mr.
Speaker, to support the President in
this increase in the minimum wage, be-
cause it is needed. It is needed for peo-
ple in my district.

I can remember back when we were
trying to push the earned income tax
credit as a part of President’s budget.
We got no votes from the other side,
vet 26,000 families in my area that has
been devastated by unemployment
were affected by that. It helped those
families to help themselves in this day
and age when everybody is talking
about welfare reform.

We cannot say that we can make mil-
lions of dollars on book deals when we
are in Congress but we cannot have 45
cents for the American worker. We
cannot say Members of Congress can go
play golf with lobbyists and can have
free dinners but we cannot have 45
cents for the American workers.

I laud the President, Mr. Speaker,
and ask the support of both sides of the
aisle.

A GREAT BIRTHDAY PRESENT FOR
RONALD REAGAN

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, we
are going to give Ronald Reagan a
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great present for his birthday on Mon-
day, and in the process, we will also be
giving a great gift to the American
people, because we are finally going to
pass a line-item veto, an idea that Ron-
ald Reagan championed more than any-
one else.

As usual, he was way ahead of his
time. Say goodbye to studies on cow
flatulence, say goodbye to Belgian en-
dive research, and say goodbye to re-
search on the sex lives of certain in-
sects. Say hello to responsible govern-
ment and accountability.

If only the former majority had given
Mr. Reagan the line-item veto in the
first place, we might not be in this def-
icit mess. He could have used it to cut
out some of the $219 billion in addi-
tional spending that the guardians of
the old order added to his budget re-
quests.

But it is better late than never.

Happy birthday, President Reagan,
and this is your victory, and it is a vic-
tory for us all.

———————

WHERE ARE THE JOBS
PROGRAMS?

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
economists say that the economy is
great. My question, Mr. Speaker: Are
these economists smoking dope or
what? Orange County is bankrupt. The
District of Columbia is bankrupt. The
trade deficit hit a record of $153 billion,
and Americans keep getting pink slips.

Listen to this from the State of
Washington to Kansas to Philadelphia,
Boeing just laid off 7,000 workers.

Congress, it is jobs, living-wage jobs,
and there is not a job program on the
Republican side and there is not a job
program on the Democrat side.

If there is any consolation, Mr.
Speaker, Burger King is hiring, and I
never heard of anybody that commit-
ted suicide by jumping out of a base-
ment window.

WE ARE KEEPING OUR WORD WITH
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mr. WHITFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, since
January 4 this House has taken impor-
tant steps to restore the credibility of
this institution to the American peo-
ple, and it is the American people who
pay and provide the tax dollars for this
Government to operate.

Here is what we have done in less
than 1 month: We have enacted eight
major reforms in the way Congress
does business. We have passed a bal-
anced budget amendment. We have
passed legislation to end unfunded
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mandates to State and local govern-
ments. And today we move toward pas-
sage of a long-awaited line-item wveto
to eliminate waste and abuse in the
Federal Government, and we are work-
ing hard, making important changes to
continue this effort.

But more important, we are keeping
our word with the American people,
and that is what they expect.

THE MINIMUM WAGE: PUT
WORKING PEOPLE FIRST

(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, we need to put working people first.
The minimum wage increase proposed
today will allow hard-working Ameri-
cans the opportunity to take control of
their future and secure for themselves
and their families a place in America’s
middle class.

Too many Americans are struggling
to make ends meet. They work longer
hours for lower pay.

The average minimum-wage worker
brings home about half of his or her
family’s income. Sixty-five percent of
them are adults.

Providing people who are playing by
the rules with more take-home pay will
benefit not just a select few, it will
help all of us. And we have a moral re-
sponsibility to insure that people who
work are not living in poverty.

As we emphasize the importance of
moving people off welfare and onto
work and the Congress begins that de-
bate, we should not lose at all the sim-
ple fact that a decent hourly wage cuts
through a sea of Federal benefits pro-
grams and elaborate job-training pro-
grams to provide a firm hand of sup-
port.

The President has taken the lead in
making work pay for all Americans.
This Congress must respond to that
challenge.

0O 1020
PASS THE LINE-ITEM VETO

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
Monday will be the birthday of a great
man—President Ronald Reagan. Mon-
day will also be the day that we vote
on the line-item veto. Over the last 40
yvears this body has stood idly by as we
have passed a $4.5 trillion national debt
onto our children and grandchildren.
Mr. Speaker, we must end this lavish
spending now, and the line-item wveto
will help us do so.

The line-item veto will empower the
President to rid legislation of wasteful
spending, forcing each expenditure to
survive public scrutiny and survive on
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its own. President Ronald Reagan had
it right when he said that the line-item
veto would allow the President ‘*‘the
right to reach into massive appropria-
tion bills, pare away the waste, and en-
force budget discipline.”

The greatest gift we could give to one
of the greatest Presidents of modern
history is the line-item veto. Let us
win one for the gipper. Let us win one
for the American people. Let us pass
the line-item veto.

THE GOLDEN GRAB AWARD

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, for more
than a decade I had the honor of
chairing the Oversight and Investiga-
tions Subcommittee. That subcommit-
tee regularly exposed waste, fraud, and
abuse committed at the taxpayer's ex-
pense. We found defense contractors
charging $600 for toilet seats, and bill-
ing the Government for the expense of
boarding dogs. Environmental contrac-
tors who were supposed to clean toxic
waste sites were instead wasting tax-
payer money on lavish parties, reindeer
suits, and clown costumes. Universities
used Federal research dollars to pay for
yvachts and 19th century Italian
fruitwood commodes. The Nation’s
Governors were baldly raiding Medic-
aid funds to build prisons, pave roads,
or cut their own deficits.

The experience of the Oversight and
Investigations Subcommittee teaches
us that behind almost every wasteful
Government project, questionable Gov-
ernment contract, or skewed Govern-
ment regulation stands a long line of
interests, palms extended. The enter-
tainment industry honors excellence
with its Golden Globe Awards. To
honor excellence in bilking the tax-
payer, I am today announcing the
Golden Grab Award.

We will be giving such awards peri-
odically, a statue of a human hand,
palm out, extended.

| expect that the 104th Congress will give us
a wealth of candidates for the Golden Grab.
Already, Rupert Murdoch has shown that he
can collect world leaders with book contracts
the way children collect baseball trading cards.

Nominations are now open for the inaugural
award. Winners will have their names en-
graved on a statue in the form of an out-
stretched hand, palm up.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. BASS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the Budget Committee and as a
former member of the New Hampshire
State senate, I know what it is like to
balance budgets in good and also in
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hard times. That is why we passed a
balanced budget amendment and sent
it on to the Senate. That is why we
passed an unfunded Federal mandate
bill despite the dilatory tactics of a
small minority of Members of this
House. And that is why we will pass a
line-item veto for the President.

Mr. Speaker, Orange County may be
bankrupt, but so is the Federal Govern-
ment, and it is time that we move to
complete the third leg of the stool of
accountability of Congress and to move
to give the President the line-item
veto so that each and every line of our
budget is subject to justification in
this House. So let us get on with it and
pass the line-item veto on Monday.

WORKING FOR WORKERS' DIGNITY:
THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress has the responsibility to help
working families earn a living in the
world of work. Today the minimum
wage has slipped to the lowest value in
decades. Men and women who are
struggling to support themselves and
their kids and American families are
falling further behind. Unemployment
is low, but many that are accepting
jobs are receiving substandard wages
and taking these jobs but not making
ends meet. America needs a fair mini-
mum wage. Decency demands that Con-
gress act to give a fair shake to Amer-
ican workers.

The single parents, the persons try-
ing to be able to make a living on his
or her job, not with a government sup-
port program. The best welfare pro-
gram is a job.

Action to raise the minimum wage,
itself, helps workers, not a trickle-
down political promise program to cut
taxes for the rich, but social justice for
workers on the job in America today.

Fairness and decency demand con-
gressional action to make work pay.
Let Congress Act to increase the mini-
mum wage and be fair to the working
people we represent.

LINE-ITEM VETO IS LONG
OVERDUE

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, Christ-
mas might come just once a year to
most people in the country, but up here
in Washington, land of plenty, the leg-
islative Christmas tree shines all year
long. Why? Because Congress for years
has been practicing pork barrel poli-
tics.

In the past, Members have been able
to hang their own little ornaments on
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appropriation bills, best known as
Christmas trees which resulted in huge
payoffs to someone back in their dis-
trict. Unfortunately these ornaments
cost the taxpayers hundreds of millions
of dollars while only benefiting a select
few.

But with the passage of a line-item
veto, we are finally going to give the
President of the United States the
same power to remove these costly or-
naments. Line-item veto will allow the
President to enjoy the same authority
as 43 Governors including my own Gov-
ernor in Illinois, already practice. With
line-item veto, we will end the long
reign of pork barrel politics. This bill
is long overdue.

DEMOCRATS WILL FIGHT FOR A
FAIR MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, over
these past 2 years, President Clinton
and the Democratic Party have been
fiehting for a single fundamental goal:
To raise the standard of living of
America's working families. Every-
thing else is secondary to that goal.
And if you are one of the millions of
Americans who try to support a family
on the minimum wage, your real wages
have plummeted by almost a third
since 1979.

How can you raise a family on $8,500
a year? That is why it is time to raise
the minimum wage by 90 cents to lift
up those who have been falling behind,
to make work pay more than welfare,
because too often that is just not the
case today. We know that a minimum
wage increase will not cost us jobs. Re-
search shows that it creates jobs. And
to the Speaker, who says this will
widen the gap between American wages
and those in Mexico and the Third
World, I say: Do we want to raise the
world's wages up or just drag ourselves
down?

Republican Leader ARMEY not only
opposes the increase, he wants to de-
molish the minimum wage altogether.

To the Republicans lower wages and
fewer benefits are just money in the
bank for American business. Never
mind that people are suffering while
profits soar.

This should not be a partisan issue.
This is about our standard of living.
The American people want this in-
crease by an overwhelming margin, and
Democrats are going to fight to give it
to them because it is right for our
economy and it is right for the hard-
working families who are the heart of
our party and the heart of our country.

SMALLER GOVERNMENT AND
LOWER TAXES
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, some Greek
archaeologists recently announced that
they may have discovered the tomb of
Alexander the Great deep in the desert
of Western Egypt. When they found the
body, it had a laminated copy of the
Contract With America in one hand
and an ancient hole puncher in the
other.

I suppose the lesson is that the ideas
of smaller government and lower taxes
are timeless.

However, they were not always such
popular ideas in this institution or in
this city. It took a revolution for them
to take hold here. But take hold they
have.

And in just 28 days we have com-
pletely reformed the way Congress does
business, passed a balanced budget
amendment, passed an unfunded man-
dates bill, and we are about to pass a
line item veto. We have done it in
record time and passed every single one
with significant bipartisan support.
And this is just the beginning, Mr.
Speaker.

Have you heard of the new cable sta-
tion called the History Channel? Well,
C-SPAN is the real history channel. It
is history in the making. So do not
touch that dial.

THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the
President today proposed a modest in-
crease in the minimum wage. We
should support him. The President's
proposal, combined with the earned in-
come tax credit we passed last Con-
gress, will go a long way in pushing
millions of Americans out of poverty.
Sixty percent or 6 out of every 10 of
those who are minimum wage workers
are women. Many of them have chil-
dren. And, most minimum wage work-
ers are poor.

Increases in the minimum wage have
not kept pace with increases in the
cost of living. That is why a worker
can work full time, 40 hours a week,
and still be below the poverty level. If
the Federal Reserve Board can increase
interest rates seven times in less than
6 months, with no inflation in sight,
surely we can increase the minimum
wage for the first time since April 1991,
a period during which the cost of hous-
ing, food, and clothing has greatly
risen for the minimum wage worker.
The best welfare reform is a job, at a
livable wage. I support this constrained
request to lift millions of workers out
of poverty.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). The gentlewoman will
state her parliamentary inquiry.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, my in-
quiry has to do with the courtesy ex-
tended to Members who are attempting
to deliver their 1-minute messages this
morning. I notice that Members on the
other side are moving around the po-
dium and placing their papers there,
distracting from the individual who is
speaking. Now this side has not chosen
to use those tactics.

My inquiry is as to appropriate be-
havior when another Member of the
House is addressing the public.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman's observation is well taken.
Members should not be standing in
front of the rostrum while other Mem-
bers are speaking, and the Chair would
ask all Members to observe basic cour-
tesy when Members are speaking in the
House.

Ms. KAPTUR. And Members awaiting
their turn to speak should be seated
until they are recognized by the Speak-
er?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers should not traffic the well when
any other Member is speaking.

WHY WE NEED REGULATORY RE-
FORM AND A MORATORIUM ON
NEW REGULATIONS

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to call your attention to another crazy
regulatory scheme they are cooking up
over at OSHA.

Buried in a proposed rule on indoor
air quality is a requirement that em-
ployers provide 24 hours notice to em-
ployees every time a pesticide or haz-
ardous chemical is used in the work-
place. These so-called hazardous
chemicals could include polishes,
cleaners, air fresheners, pest control
products, and so on. If OSHA has its
way, every day my colleagues walk
into this building, someone is going to
hand you dozens of notices about
chemicals that are going to be used to-
morrow—if anybody can ‘figure out
what they are.

This is nuts. I do not need to know
that Windex is going to be used in the
men's room tomorrow. This is another
example of an out-of-control agency
that disregards common sense; this is
another example of why we need regu-
latory reform and a moratorium on
new regulations until we can sort this
all out.

CONGRESSMEN EARNING 90 CENTS
EVERY 45 SECONDS SHOULD SUP-
PORT INCREASING THE MINIMUM
HOURLY WAGE BY 90 CENTS

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, based
on a 40-hour week, Members of this
body make $64.40 an hour. When we
leave the floor today, at 3 p.m., we will
have earned $325.

For the millions of Americans who
earn minimum wage, $325 means 2
weeks of work, 2 weeks sweeping the
floors in our nursing homes; 2 weeks
crouched behind a sewing machine put-
ting together our clothes, 2 weeks
changing the bedpans in our hospitals,
2 weeks, for what my colleagues and I
will earn in the next 5 hours.

Today, the President has proposed in-
creasing the minimum wage by 90
cents. Congressmen earn 90 cents every
45 seconds.

Yet, how easy it will be for so many
of my $65 an hour colleagues to dismiss
this increase. **Not needed,” they will
say. “‘Bad economic policy.”" Let me
tell my colleagues what I believe is bad
economic policy:

A minimum wage that leaves mil-
lions of Americans with children who
are hungry, with college that cannot be
paid for, with homes that cannot be
bought and with dreams that will never
be fulfilled.

That is bad economic policy. Do the
right thing. Support a livable mini-
mum wage.

GOOD NEWS FOR THE HOUSE

(Mr. BAKER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, a Washington Post-ABC news poll
released last Monday contains good
news for this House and better news for
the country. In only 3 months public
confidence in Congress has doubled
from 26 to 46 percent, the largest in-
crease of its kind in the 20-year history
of this poll. The majority of Americans
now say Congress can deal with the big
issues our country faces. The majority
of Americans also say Republicans are
breaking down legislative gridlock and
getting things done.

We are making history, and we all
know why. In last November's election
Republicans, and a lot of Democrats,
too, heard what the American people
wanted, and they offered a written
Contract for America. Open Congress
to public scrutiny, balance the Federal
budget, the line-item veto for the
President, a stronger national defense
and removing unfunded mandates from
the backs of local and State govern-
ments are just the beginning of the
contract. It is real change, and it is
starting to overcome America’'s cyni-
cism about their government.

If anyone still needs proof that the
Republican Party's Contract With
America has given the American peo-
ple hope, they need only look to the
polls.
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INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE
SHOULD NOT BE A PARTISAN
ISSUE

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
Democrats finally have a defining
issue, increasing the minimum wage,
but it should not be a partisan issue. If
Republicans want a cut in the capital
gains tax for those most fortunate
Americans, surely they can support a
modest increase in the minimum wage
for the average worker. We need to
move Americans from the underclass
to the middle class, and this is mainly
a women's issue. Women are 60 percent
of those receiving minimum wage, and
many of these women are heads of
households. They deserve better.

Mr. Speaker, the last election was
about putting money in people’s pock-
ets, and what we are talking about is
$4.75 an hour the first year and $5.25
the next year.

Let us stop the bellyaching about
losing jobs, and let us do the right
thing.

MOVING THE COUNTRY FORWARD
WITH EACH CONTRACT PROMISE
WE KEEP

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, what do 43
Governors have that President Clinton
does not have? The answer: line-item
veto.

By the end of the day Monday, Presi-
dent Reagan’s birthday, this House will
have approved a new power to help con-
trol Government spending that Demo-
crats would not even give their own
President.

With the line-item veto, Mr. Speaker,
we cannot only cut wasteful spending,
but we can return some accountability
to Congress and, just as important,
with each contract promise we keep,
we not only move the country forward,
but also help repair the bonds of trust
between the people and their Rep-
resentatives that have been so badly
damaged over the last few decades.
Politicians keeping promises will be
greatly appreciated by the taxpayers of
America.

IN SUPPORT OF A MINIMUM WAGE
INCREASE

(Mr. MASCARA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, I stand
here today to voice my strong support
for the 90-cent increase in the mini-
mum wage proposed by President Clin-
ton.
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As my colleagues know, I represent
southwestern Pennsylvania, an area of
the country that lost 200,000 jobs in the
1980's when the winds of change blew
through the steel mills and the coal
mines.

Many of my constituents are now left
to subsist on $4.25 per hour, or $8,840
per year, hardly a living wage and no
where near enough to raise a family.

The facts are that adjusted for infla-
tion, the value of the minimum wage
has fallen by nearly 50 cents since 1991
and is now 27 percent lower in buying
power than it was in 1979.

Mr. Speaker, in 1989 President Bush
proposed, and many of my Republican
colleagues supported, a similar mini-
mum wage increase.

Now that we are about to undertake
welfare reform, a minimum wage in-
crease could be the first step in cutting
welfare rolls and giving people a
chance at a decent wage.

If we are going to be fair to our work-
ers and help the economy to continue
to grow, we should pass this modest
minimum wage increase now.

American workers are crying out for
us to help them.
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PASSAGE OF LINE-ITEM VETO EX-
PECTED TO FALL ON EX-PRESI-
DENT REAGAN’S 84TH BIRTHDAY
NEXT MONDAY

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, in his 1984
State of the Union Address President
Ronald Reagan said, ‘“‘As Governor, I
found this line-item veto was a power-
ful tool against wasteful and extrava-
gant spending. It works in 43 States.
Let’s put it to work in Washington for
all the people.”

Now, more than a decade later, Presi-
dent Reagan may get his wish. As Re-
publicans continue to honor our Con-
tract With America, we are finally
close to the enactment of a line-item
veto.

President Reagan communicated to
us in ways that moved an entire na-
tion, He painted pictures that empha-
sized our greatness, our heroes, and our
hopes. His policies and his ideas were
substantive, but he always had a knack
for conveying a symbolism that helped
Americans understand where he was
taking us.

No one in this Chamber would ever
try to compete with the style of Presi-
dent Reagan, but the symbolism of the
vote on the line-item veto should not
be lost. The House is scheduled to pass
the line-item veto on Monday. Feb-
ruary 6, Ronald Reagan's 84th birthday.
We will deliver the Democrat President
a budget-cutting device of surgical pre-
cision, a tool the Democrat Congress
denied Ronald Reagan for 8 years.
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MINIMUM WAGE RATE HIKE SEEN
AS CRUCIAL TO WELFARE RE-
FORM

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I was
proud to join President Clinton and my
Democratic colleagues this morning in
announcing our plan to raise the mini-
mum wage from $4.25 an hour to $5.15
an hour. I am proud because I believe
that raising the minimum wage is the
right thing to do.

Consider this: A family of three with
a full-time minimum wage worker lives
below the poverty level in America. By
raising the minimum wage by 90 cents
over the next 2 years, we can lift that
family above the poverty line. People
who are working full-time at honest
jobs should be able to support their
families.

More importantly, raising the mini-
mum wage is crucial to welfare reform.
We cannot ask people to move from
welfare to work unless we make work
pay again.

Mr. Speaker, it is time we value work
again in this country. More impor-
tantly, it is time we value our workers.
People who work hard and play by the
rules deserve to make a living wage.
Let us raise the minimum wage.

THE LINE-ITEM VETO—A NEW
TOOL TO FIGHT THE DEFICIT

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr, Speaker, every
year someone invents a new term for
the line-item veto. We have had en-
hanced rescission authority, we have
had impoundment control, we have had
expedited rescission, and other names
too numerous to list. But while the
names have changed, there is one fac-
tor that has remained the same. That
is that the big spenders in Congress
have always been opposed. That is be-
cause the big spenders know that the
line-item veto by any name means less
spending and more cuts. It gives the
President the ability to turn over the
legislative rock and expose all the pork
provisions and midnight deals to the
light of day. Once exposed, they simply
will not survive.

By enacting the line-item veto, we
can trim billions of dollars off the defi-
cit and restore accountability to the
legislative process. Combined with the
balanced budget amendment, it will
force Congress to make those tough de-
cisions we have avoided for years. It is
one more tool in the fight against the
deficit.

WORK SHOULD PAY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the
message for today is that work should
pay.

I proudly stood with the President of
the United States when he said we
must raise the minimum wage.

Right now, if you work on the mini-

mum wage and you are lucky enough.

to have a job all year long and work 8
hours a day, you can bring home $8,500.
That is tough. Imagine how those peo-
ple feel. And 60 percent of them are
women trying to support their fami-
lies. Imagine how they feel when they
hear Congressmen making $133,000 say-
ing they cannot afford to live in Wash-
ington and they must live in their of-
fices. Not only that, they get a tax ad-
vantage for living in Washington. Real-
ly this ought to be a bill that we pass
by unanimous consent.

That is the least we can do for the
working men and women of America. If
we can raise this up, at least the aver-
age family will make $10,500 for full-
time work, and that is very important.

Make work pay. That is the message
of the day.

CONGRESS KEEPING ITS WORD TO
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, America has a new Congress, new
leadership, a new majority, a new di-
rection, a new work ethic, and a new
relationship with the American people.
This Congress listened to the people
and entered into a contract to make
their voice heard.

What is also new is that this Con-
gress is keeping its word. In bipartisan
fashion, last week we passed a balanced
budget amendment. This week another
promise was fulfilled with the passage
of the bill to stop unfunded mandates.

We signaled the end of the “‘Washing-
ton knows best” attitude of the Con-
gresses that have preceded us. We
ended the unprincipled, deceitful prac-
tice of Congress dumping expensive
new laws and regulations on States and
local communities and telling them,
‘‘Oh, by the way, you not only have to
do as we say, your taxpayers have to
pay the cost of implementing them."

Mr. Speaker, in the process of re-
affirming our faith in that system of
government with the passage of these
laws, I believe we also took another
major step toward restoring America's
faith in Congress.

SHOULD MINIMUM WAGE BE TIED
TO MEXICAN WAGES?

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, at today's
press conference, Speaker GINGRICH ar-
gued that the wages of American work-
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ers should not be raised because of the
problems with the Mexican economy.
Does the Speaker and the Republican
Party really believe we should tie
American wages, that the standard of
living of American working families
should be driven down to the standard
of a living wage in Mexico?

It is time for us to stand up for work-
ing people in this country. People
should be rewarded for their hard work.
People who try to move from welfare
to work should see that work pays. Yet
a person on a minimum wage today
who works hard, who works 40 hours a
week, who takes responsibility for his
or her action, who tries to raise a fam-
ily finds that that family earns less
than $9,000 a year.

Mr. Speaker, that is below the pov-
erty line. Ask yourself, how could you
raise a family on less than §$9,000 a
year?

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support the
increase in the minimum wage.

TERM LIMITS

(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to remind my colleagues that
hearings begin today in subcommittee
on the most fundamental congressional
reform issue we will face this session—
term limits.

As these hearings begin, I ask my
colleagues to join team 290—a biparti-
san group of Members of Congress com-
mitted to passing a term limits amend-
ment in the 104th Congress.

We are gathering commitments to
support final passage of a term limits
amendment this session. Please join us
by signing the team 290 board in the
Speaker’s lobby today. If you can’t join
today, the board will be up from 9 to
5:30 daily.

Please join team 290 and show your
commitment to true congressional re-
form through term limits.

MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE

(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
I strongly support the President’s deci-
sion to raise the minimum wage.

This bold action is an important step
in helping to make the American
dream a reality for millions of hard-
working Americans.

Far too many Americans are working
fulltime, only to face the cruel reality
that they do not earn enough to sup-
port their families.

Today, the minimum wage is worth
27 percent less than it was in 1979.

To allow the devaluation of reward
for honest work to continue without
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positive adjustment is a travesty which
demeans the worker and the value of
work he or she performs.

This devaluation has added countless
individuals to the welfare rolls—indi-
viduals who would prefer to work, if
only they could support their families
by doing so.

I endorse the President’s decision to
recognize the American worker in this
manner.

The increase is justified. Workers
have earned it time and again through
the honest sweat of their brow.

We must no longer allow their honest
efforts to go unnoticed or unrewarded.
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TERM LIMITS FOR MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 66, which is offered by a fellow
Georgian, a colleague of mine, a Demo-
crat, NATHAN DEAL. It has bipartisan
support, and I think it solves the prob-
lem that we are having on term limits,
which is a philosophical debate
amongst members of the same philo-
sophical family. That is to say, should
we pass a 12-year term limit or 6 or 8
years.

What the resolution offered by Rep-
resentative DEAL does is say we will
pass a bill, a constitutional amend-
ment, requiring a 12-year term limit as
the outer parameter, but if States want
to continue with their own term limits
under that amount, they are welcome
to.

For example, the State of Florida
right now has a term limit of 8 years.
I believe California has one of 6 years.
They can continue having that, and yet
there will still be an overall limit of 12.
This will help 19 States that already
have term limit laws below 12 years.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is in line
with the Contract With America, it has
bipartisan support, and I urge its pas-
sage.

ON RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to raise the minimum wage. Today the
minimum wage is $4.25 an hour. It has
not been changed in 4 years.

That means a person working full-
time, 40 hours a week, 52 weeks a year,
will earn less than $9,000, and has not
seen a raise in 4 years of work.

Families cannot live on that. No one
can raise a child on that.

There is a lot of talk about work, not
welfare. But if a full-time, minimum-
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wage worker cannot even earn enough
to reach the poverty line, work will not
be a real alternative to welfare.

Millions of Americans are working
hard, trying desperately to make ends
meet, but still falling farther behind.
That is not fair.

We must reward work, help families
help themselves. The minimum wage
must be raised to a livable wage.

LINE-ITEM VETO

(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, with
the passage of the unfunded mandate
reform bill and the balanced budget
amendment, we are actually starting
to change the way Washington works.
We are laying the groundwork for a
new era of accountability. The next im-
portant step is the line-item veto.

For too long Congress has sent the
White House jampacked, all-encom-
passing spending bills. This has meant
the President has had to choose be-
tween signing unnecessary spending
into law or shutting down the Govern-
ment.

Every year questionable projects and
tax benefits are included and buried in
spending and tax bills. Let me give you
a few examples. We have all heard
them: $500,000 to build the Lawrence
Welk museum in North Dakota. Hun-
dreds of millions to stockpile helium
for the military, when we already have
enough helium in storage to meet the
entire world's needs for helium for the
next 10 years; $11.5 million for power
plant modernization at the soon-to-be-
closed Philadelphia Naval Shipyard;
and $25 million for an Arctic region
supercomputer at the University of
Alaska to study how to trap energy
from the aurora borealis.

The line-item veto is needed because
it would allow the President flexibility
to weed out and strike other wasteful
spending items in an otherwise good
bill.

THE MINIMUM WAGE AND FAMILY
VALUES

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. speaker, now this
is the Republican Party you remember.
The Republican Party and Speaker
GINGRICH oppose raising the minimum
wage so hard-working Americans can
earn a decent living. The same Repub-
lican Party which reveres family val-
ues, refuses a minimum-wage increase
to the working mother trying to help
her kids.

The same Republican Party which
promises a tax cut for those earning
$200,000 a year, denies 45 cents an hour
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to workers trying to feed their fami-
lies. And the same Republicans who
promise welfare reform and would rath-
er build orphanages than create a mini-
mum wage so people can lift them-
selves off of the dole.

The Grand Old Party. A lot of new
faces and high-flying rhetoric, and even
a new contract, but the same Repub-
lican insensitivity to the needs of aver-
age people.

A HOT 2 YEARS

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, these are
going to be 2 very difficult years, and I
am going to try and save my thunder
for outside the Halls of this Chamber
and for New Hampshire and Iowa and
other places. But I think every Amer-
ican should read the front page story of
the Washington Post today on Mr.
Clinton. It goes into A-4, and opens up,
rips off, every tragic scab and scar
from the 1992 campaign. Bob Wood-
ward's book ‘“‘Agenda' on page 287 has
Mr. Clinton yelling, it says, ‘°
you' at a U.S. Senator, BoB KERREY, a
Medal of Honor winner.

I am telling all my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, I saw George
Stephanopoulos coming out of DICK
GEPHARDT'S office the night before
last. We know DICK has been in the
press the last 2 days. Mr. Clinton is not
going to be the nominee of your party.
I believe it is going to be a Medal of
Honor winner named BoB KERREY. That
is going to create a lot of problems for
our side.

Let us have a civil debate here. But
when the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] gets up and hits my party, I
have every right to say read “The
Agenda,” read “First in His Class,”
read the front page of the Post today.
It is going to be a hot 2 years.

———
RAISE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in strong support of President Clin-
ton’s proposal to raise the minimum
wage by just 45 cents an hour over each
of the next 2 years. Those of you
watching today need to notice that
while we Democrats are talking about
helping working families, speaker after
speaker on the other side stands silent
on the increase in the minimum wage.
They speak of anything but. That is be-
cause with inflation, the minimum
wage has decreased almost 50 cents
since 1991, and is currently only three-
quarters of what it was in 1979.

How can we encourage people to get
off of welfare when we do not provide
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them a decent wage? How can we say
that we reward work over welfare when
we do not provide the means by which
an individual can achieve this goal?

Mr. Speaker, I applaud President
Clinton's efforts, and I encourage my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this proposed increase.

DON'T LINK OUR SOVEREIGNTY TO
MEXICO

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, is it in
our best interest to link the economic
security of this country to markets
controlled by a nation with a record of
bankrupteies and devaluations?

In fact is it proper to do free trade
with a country that has a history of
these devaluations, repudiations of
debts and a country that lacks real
democratic reforms? Mr. Speaker, I am
concerned about President Clinton's
decision to bail out Mexico.

Let us face the facts—Mexico’s polit-
ical system has not been reformed as
rapidly as its economy, and therein lies
the problem.

Government corruption continues,
particularly in the form of bribes and
kickbacks for government projects and
there is a large black market. There is
no middle class and most of the wealth
is controlled by a few families.

Mexico's average inflation rate from
1980 to 1991 was 66.5 percent. There is a
high level of regulation and there needs
more privatization of government busi-
nesses.

If we are to rely on back door bail-
outs for countries that have this eco-
nomic history, then I question the New
World Economic Order.

Mr. Speaker, the President should
not link our economic sovereignty to a
nation that does not have sound eco-
nomic and political policies.

TIME TO RAISE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, now I
have heard it all. Now I have heard ev-
erything. At his press conference today
Speaker GINGRICH was asked about the
minimum wage. He was asked if he
plans to support a minimum-wage in-
crease. You know what he said? He said
we cannot raise the minimum wage. We
can't raise it above $4.25. And do you
know why? He said because of the prob-
lems with the Mexican economy. He
said we can't raise wages here while
the wages are going down in Mexico.

Does the Speaker really believe that
we should base our pay raises in Amer-
ica on what is happening in Mexico?
That Mexico should be our benchmark
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for wages? That 58 cents an hour should
be our standard? That is two quarters,
one nickel, and three pennies, held to-
gether by a bunch of tape. Why does he
want to continue to keep the American
worker down?

Mr. Speaker, it is time we stand up
for working people in this country. It
is time we reward people for their hard
work. It is time we raise the minimum
wage.

TAX CUTS NEEDED, NOT
MINIMUM-WAGE INCREASE

(Mr. LONGLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to talk about the minimum wage. In
the last year I have been talking about
the fact that in my State of Maine if I
g0 out to a store to buy a pack of ciga-
rettes, I will pay three taxes. If I go
out and buy a can of beer, I will pay
four taxes. But if I do the right thing
and go out and create a job for a work-
ing person at the minimum wage in
this country, I am going to pay or
manage nine different taxes.

I am tired of the nonsense we are
hearing about the minimum wage and
how we can increase it and how we are
going to do wonderful things for peo-
ple. I want to focus on the fact that
those nine taxes at the minimum wage
exceed $1 an hour.
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I think that is outrageous. When I
talk to young people in my district, it
is bad enough that many of them feel
that with the payroll tax burden that
is on their jobs, they are more likely to
see a UFO than to get a Social Secu-
rity check when they retire. It is bad
enough that they are worried about
whether they are going to even receive
any benefits whatsoever, now they are
going to be losing their jobs.

The issue is not what is going on in
the private sector. The issue is a gov-
ernment that is taking $1 an hour out
of the minimum wage. I think that is
the real issue, and that is where the
focus needs to be in the rest of this ses-
sion.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, nothing
speaks more clearly to the need for an
increase in the minimum wage than
the plight of poor children in America.
Earlier this week, the National Center
for Children in Poverty released a
study that should trouble all of us. The
study shows that one in every four
children under the age of 6 in our coun-
try was living in poverty in 1992. That
number is twice what it was in 1972 and
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includes an increase of 1 million chil-
dren in the 5 years between 1987 and
1992,

Three of every five of these children
have working parents, but they make
the minimum wage. And it is not a liv-
ing wage. Working parents are trying
to provide a decent life for their chil-
dren.

We have heard our colleagues talk
about the fact that if someone works
full-time minimum wage, they make
$8,400 a year, nearly 50 percent below
the poverty line.

We have a moral responsibility to
give those working parents and their
children a fighting chance by giving
them a living wage. The American peo-
ple agree. In December, the Wall Street
Journal-NCB poll showed 75 to 20 the
American people favored an increase in
the minimum wage. In January the
L.A. Times reported 72 percent.

In 1989, when we took up this vote,
382 Members of this House, including
135 Republicans, voted for the increase
in the minimum wage.

Let us do it again.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TORKILDSEN). As previously announced,
the House has completed 20 1-minutes
per side. Additional l-minutes will
occur after the close of business today.

————

REPORT ON HAITI-MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following message from
the President of the United States;
which was read and, together with the
accompanying papers, without objec-
tion, referred to the Committee on
International Relations and ordered to
be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

1. In December 1990, the Haitian peo-
ple elected Jean-Bertrand Aristide as
their President by an overwhelming
margin in a free and fair election. The
United States praised Haiti's success in
peacefully implementing its demo-
cratic constitutional system and pro-
vided significant political and eco-
nomic support to the new government.
The Haitian military abruptly inter-
rupted the consolidation of Haiti's new
democracy when, in September 1991, it
illegally and violently ousted Presi-
dent Aristide from office and drove him
into exile.

2. The United States, on its own and
with the Organization of American
States (0OAS), immediately imposed
sanctions against the illegal regime.
Upon the recommendation of the le-
gitimate government of President
Aristide and of the OAS, the United
Nations Security Council imposed in-
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crementally a universal embargo on
Haiti, beginning June 16, 1993, with
trade restrictions on certain strategic
commodities. The United States ac-
tively supported the efforts of the OAS
and the United Nations to restore de-
mocracy to Haiti and to bring about
President Aristide’s return by facilitat-
ing negotiations between the Haitian
parties. The United States and the
international community also offered
material assistance within the context
of an eventual negotiated settlement of
the Haitian crisis to support the return
to democracy, build constitutional
structures, and foster economic well-
being.

The continued defiance of the will of
the international community by the il-
legal regime led to an intensification
of bilateral and multilateral economic
sanctions against Haiti in May 1994.
The U.N. Security Council on May 6
adopted Resolution 917, imposing com-
prehensive trade sanctions and other
measures on Haiti. This was followed
by a succession of unilateral U.S. sanc-
tions designed to isolate the illegal re-
gime. To augment embargo enforce-
ment, the United States and other
countries entered into a cooperative
endeavor with the Dominican Republic
to monitor that country’s enforcement
of sanctions along its land border and
in its coastal waters.

Defying coordinated international ef-
forts, the illegal military regime in
Haiti remained intransigent for some
time. Internal repression continued to
worsen, exemplified by the expulsion in
July 1994 of the U.N./O.A.S.-sponsored
International Civilian Mission (ICM)
human rights observers. Responding to
the threat to peace and security in the
region, the U.N. Security Council
passed Resolution 940 on July 31, 1994,
authorizing the formation of a multi-
national force to use all necessary
means to facilitate the departure from
Haiti of the military leadership and the
return of legitimate authorities includ-
ing President Aristide.

In the succeeding weeks, the inter-
national community under U.S. leader-
ship assembled a multinational coali-
tion force to carry out this mandate.
At my request, former President
Carter, Chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee Sam Nunn, and
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff Colin Powell went to Haiti on
September 16 to meet with the de facto
Haitian leadership. The threat of im-
minent military intervention combined
with determined diplomacy achieved
agreemeng in Port-au-Prince on Sep-
tember 18 for the de facto leaders to re-
linquish power by October 15. United
States forces in the vanguard of the
multinational coalition force drawn
from 26 countries began a peaceful de-
ployment in Haiti on September 19 and
the military leaders have since relin-
gquished power.
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In a spirit of reconciliation and re-
construction, on September 25 Presi-
dent Aristide called for the immediate
easing of sanctions so that the work of
rebuilding could begin. In response to
this request, on September 26 in an ad-
dress before the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly, I announced my inten-
tion to suspend all unilateral sanctions
against Haiti except those that af-
fected the military leaders and their
immediate supporters and families. On
September 29, the U.N. Security Coun-
cil adopted Resolution 944 terminating
U.N.-imposed sanctions as of the day
after President Aristide returned to
Haiti.

On October 15, President Aristide re-
turned to Haiti to assume his official
responsibilities. Effective October 16,
1994, by Executive Order No. 12932 (59
Fed. Reg. 52403, October 14, 1994), I ter-
minated the national emergency de-
clared on October 4, 1991, in Executive
Order No. 12775, along with all sanc-
tions with respect to Haiti imposed in
that Executive order, subsequent Exec-
utive orders, and the Department of
the Treasury regulations to deal with
that emergency. This termination does
not affect compliance and enforcement
actions involving prior transactions or
violations of the sanctions.

3. This report is submitted to the
Congress pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c)
and 1703(c). It is not a report on all U.S.
activities with respect to Haiti, but
discusses only those Administration
actions and expenses since my last re-
port (October 13, 1994) that are directly
related to the national emergency with
respect to Haiti declared in Executive
Order No. 12775, as implemented pursu-
ant to that order and Executive Orders
Nos. 12779, 12853, 12872, 12914, 12917,
12920, and 12922.

4. The Department of the Treasury's
Office of Foreign Assets Control (FAC)
amended the Haitian Transactions
Regulations, 31 C.F.R. Part 580 (the
“HTR") on December 27, 1994 (59 Fed.
Reg. 66476, December 27, 1994), to add
section 580.524, indicating the termi-
nation of sanctions pursuant to Execu-
tive Order No. 12932, effective October
16, 1994. The effect of this amendment
is to authorize all transactions pre-
viously prohibited by subpart B of the
HTR or by the previously stated Execu-
tive orders. Reports due under general
or specific license must still be filed
with FAC covering activities up until
the effective date of this termination.
Enforcement actions with respect to
past violations of the sanctions are not
affected by the termination of sanc-
tions. A copy of the FAC amendment is
attached.

5. The total expenses incurred by the
Federal Government during the period
of the national emergency with respect
to Haiti from October 4, 1991, through
October 15, 1994, that are directly at-
tributable to the authorities conferred
by the declaration of a national emer-
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gency with respect to Haiti are esti-
mated to be approximately $6.2 mil-
lion, most of which represent wage and
salary costs for Federal personnel. This
estimate has been revised downward
substantially from the sum of esti-
mates previously reported in order to
eliminate certain previously reported
costs incurred with respect to Haiti,
but not directly attributable to the ex-
ercise of powers and authorities con-
ferred by the declaration of the termi-
nated national emergency with respect
to Haiti.

Thus, with the termination of sanc-
tions, this is the last periodic report
that will be submitted pursuant to 50
U.S.C. 1703(c) and also constitutes the
last semiannual report and final report
on Administration expenditures re-
quired pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c).

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, February 3, 1995.

LINE-ITEM VETO ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2) to give the President item veto au-
thority over appropriation acts and
targeted tax benefits in revenue acts,
with Mr. BOEHNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
February 2, 1995, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] had been dis-
posed of and the bill was open for
amendment at any point.

Are there further amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPRATT

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, amendment No. 20.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SPRATT: In sec-
tion 2(a), insert “‘or tax incentive' after “‘tax
benefit" the first place it appears.

At the end of Section 4, insert the follow-
ing new paragraph:

(5) The term “tax incentive'’ means any
deduction, credit, preference, or exemption
from gross income, or any deferral of tax li-
ability, causing tax revenues to be forgone as
inducement for taxpayers to pursue or for-
bear from certain actions or activities.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
support the amendment known as the
Moran-Spratt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the advocates of H.R.
2 claim that they have found a way to
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give the President by statute powers
that he does not enjoy under the Con-
stitution, the power, specifically, of an
item veto. They claim that this power
will allow the President to cut out
wasteful, unwarranted, spending in ap-
propriations bills that we adopt every
year.

Our amendment simply takes the
President’s newfound veto power to the
realm of quasi-spending sometimes
known as tax expenditures or tax in-
centives.

The committee bill already takes a
tentative step in this direction. It dele-
gates to the President the power to re-
scind targeted tax benefits, special in-
terest tax provisions that benefit 100 or
fewer taxpayers. But here it stops. It
stops, in my opinion, far short of the
right goal.

As to spending, this bill boldly covers
virtually every item in 13 different ap-
propriations bills, all with discre-
tionary spending, $540 to $550 billion a
year, but with tax expenditures it
turns timid. It stops at a limited-inter-
est tax provisions which are really just
the tip of the iceberg.

Why is this bill so tough on spending
and so easy on special interest tax in-
centives?

Let me read my colleagues what
Newsweek said to explain last week,
reading from Newsweek.

The fine print of the item veto bill reveals
that though the Republicans are tough on
spending, they are lax on special-interest tax
glveaways. The vast majority of tax breaks,
worth hundreds of billions of dollars, would
remain immune from the President's veto.
Any lobbyist looking for goodies from the
Federal Government in the future could
work through the tax code instead of work-
ing through spending bills.

For some years we all know that has
been a favorite recourse. That has been
a practice common here for 20 to 25
years. If we want to give people an in-
centive to install solar heat in their
homes, we are not so obvious as to
hand them out a subsidy. We allow
them a tax credit for part of the cost.

If we want to promote oil and gas ex-
ploration, we do not fork over subsidies
to the drillers. That would never be ap-
proved in the House, appropriating
money for the major oil companies. We
give them oil depletion allowances, or
we let them expense costs that other
businesses would be required to cap-
italize. Nobody notices because it is
buried in the Tax Code, and who is to
know when we are allowing one cost to
be expensed rather than capitalized
that we actually are giving a subsidy
to this particular taxpayer.

Our amendment would give the Presi-
dent the power to police these tax ex-
penditures, to comb through the Tax
Code the way he will be able to comb
through spending appropriation bills
and cull out questionable policies and
provisions.

Under our amendment, the President
would have the right to rescind so-
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called tax incentives or tax expendi-
tures.

What are tax incentives or tax ex-
penditures? Let me read the definition
we use in our amendment for tax incen-
tives. The term *‘tax incentive'’ means
any deduction, credit, preference, or
exemption from gross income or any
deferral of tax liability causing tax
revenues to be forgone as inducement
for taxpayers to pursue or forbear from
pursuit of certain activities or actions.

So long as we are going to be tough
on spending, as this bill certainly will
be, let us also be tough on tax give-
aways. They amount to the same
thing. They have the same bottom line
impact on the deficit.

And for that reason, Mr. Chairman, I
urge adoption of the Moran-Spratt
amendment.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, the Spratt-
Moran amendment which we are now consid-
ering greatly improves upon the Line-ltem
Veto Act.

In the Contract on America and every piece
of literature touting the Line-Item Veto Act, the
Republicans are quick to claim that this would
give the President the authority to cut out pork
spending and targeted tax benefits. But if you
look at the actual legislation, you will see that
it does not give the President the authority to
truly cut targeted tax benefits.

The original Line-ltem Veto Act only allowed
the President to veto tax benefits if they bene-
fited five or fewer taxpayers. This is a joke.
There is no law, no pork project, and no tax
cut, no program enacted by this Congress that
only benefits five or fewer Americans. This bill
was amended in committee to increase the
number up to 100, but it still is worthless. No
omnibus tax bill contains a tax cut for John
Doe of Alexandria, VA, or the Smith family in
Fairfax. There are very, very few tax benefits
targeted to any class with less than 100 per-
sons.

Tax bills, however, do contain special inter-
est giveaways. They are loaded with individual
provisions designed to either induce taxpayers
to do a certain activity or discourage taxpayers
from doing another. Just last month, the Sen-
ate Budget Committee released a compen-
dium of tax expenditures that identified $453
billion in individual tax provisions for fiscal
year 1995 alone. We are making a big deal
because this bill may open $10 billion in unau-
thorized spending each year to a potential
line-item veto. But in the same breath we are
passing on an opportunity to open $453 bil-
lion, nine times that amount, to the same au-
thority.

Many of these individual tax provisions are
positive and should be continued. But in the
same vein, many of the items contained in ap-
propriations bills are justifiable and serve the
public interest. But some of these are ques-
tionable. On page 41 of this compendium,
CRS notes the “Interest Allocation Rules Ex-
ception for Certain Nonfinancial Institutions”.
This tax benefit classifies a finance subsidiary
of the Ford Motor Co. as a financial institution
and costs the Federal taxpayers $200 million.
What is the rationale for this tax break? No-
body knows, it was not mentioned in the com-
mittee reports on the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

There is no pork project in any appropriations
act that comes close to $200 million annually.
On page 29 of this compendium is the “Exclu-
sion of Income of Foreign Sales Corpora-
tions,” a tax benefit which allows firms to ex-
clude 15 percent of income of exports sold
through special foreign subsidiaries set up as
paper corporations. This tax benefit costs the
Federal taxpayers $1.1 billion annually.

Some of these individual tax provisions,
such as mortgage interest deductions, are
positive and benefit almost every American
family. But some are giveaways that increase
our deficit for the benefit of a few wealthy cor-
porations.

If we are serious about reducing the deficit
and are serious about giving the Executive the
ability to cut wasteful spending, we must also
allow him to cut any and all unnecessary and
unjustifiable tax subsidies.

| hope my colleagues will support this
amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Having to oppose the
amendment, I regret, because the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT] is certainly one of the most
thoughtful, constructive, and contrib-
uting members of the committee. He
has given enormous thought to this
issue and to all of the issues involved
in this legislation. But I think that he
goes beyond, way beyond what we were
attempting to get at in this bill, which
would allow the President to veto very
special, very limited, tax perks for spe-
cial fat cat friends, ‘‘fat cats' being a
broad term.

This, I think, is too broad, because it
would allow the President to veto
things like the homeowners mortgage
deduction, the earned income tax cred-
it, credits to assist family members in
taking care of elderly and indigent re-
lations.

Clearly, Mr. Chairman, this is way
outside the scope of what we were at-
tempting to have as a very targeted,
very precise rifle shot attack on those
egregious examples of overreaching
which we have unfortunately seen too
many examples of in our Tax Code in
recent years.

This is & much broader policy initia-
tive, and I think it is a worthy one. But
I think for the purposes of this legisla-
tion, it broadens the scope of the legis-
lation too much. I must oppose the
amendment.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. This amendment
would make any tax incentive subject
to the Presidential line-item veto. Tax
incentives would include any deduc-
tion, credit, preference, or exemption
from gross income of any deferral of
tax liability. For example, the mort-
gage deduction and the exemption for
dependents could be subject to the
Presidential line-item veto.

3547

0 1110

A very disturbing trend seems to be
developing in this debate. The new Re-
publican majority seem to have two
contracts with America, one in which
they protect the tax loopholes of the
wealthy and the other under which
they sacrifice the programs for work-
ing people on the altar of deficit reduc-
tion.

I think that is wrong. And I think
the American people can see through
it. The majority would like us to be-
lieve that it is the middle-income tax
cut that they want to protect, but in
reality they are protecting many spe-
cial interests that feed daily at the
Federal trough of privilege and pre-
ferred treatment.

I have here, for example, a list that I
would like for my colleague to know
about. One such provision which gets
special tax preference that the Presi-
dent would not be able to veto under
this legislation is a provision favoring
the oil and gas industry by repealing
the minimum tax for depletion and in-
tangible drilling costs for independents
and oil drillers., Since we have more
than 100 oil drillers in the country, the
President could not veto this bill.

Another provision we have here gave
a tax preference for purchasers of fuels
containing alcohol. Since thousands of
people can buy gasohol, the President
would not line-item veto that provi-
sion, even though one company, Archer
Daniel Midlands, controls about 80 per-
cent of the gasohol market.

A third benefits purchasers of elec-
tric cars and cars powered by natural
gas. Even though this provision really
benefits a handful of carmakers, the
President could not veto it since many
people could buy the cars.

Let me cite another example where
our Tax Code gives a special tax benefit
or credit to drug companies doing busi-
ness in Puerto Rico; 24 big companies
with receipts exceeding $250 million
got a total of $2.6 billion in tax credits
from this provision in 1992, but because
a total of 338 companies got benefits
from this provision, the President
could not veto it.

You know the Moran-Spratt amend-
ment points out that Republicans like
giving tax breaks to the wealthy, and
there is no reason why those tax ex-
penditures should not be subject to the
line-item veto in the same way spend-
ing programs are.

Mr. Chairman, if deficit reduction is
the goal, the benefits wealthy Ameri-
cans and corporations receive must be
on the table, not just spending pro-
grams for the working people in this
country.

I urge my colleague to support the
Moran-Spratt amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT].
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peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 175, noes 243,

not voting 16, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldace!
Barrett (WI)
Bellenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Condit
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Fazlo
Flelds (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglletta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcla

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute

[Roll No 89]

AYES—175

Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton

Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilllard
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Laughlin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsul
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Nadler

NOES—243

Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle

Ortiz

Orton

Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Plckett
Pomeroy
Rahall

Rangel

Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
‘Thompson
‘Thornton
Thurman
Torricelll
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wyden
Yates

Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
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The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-

Davis Johnson, Sam Quinn
DeLay Jones Radanovich
Diaz-Balart Kasich Ramstad
Dickey Kim Regula
Dixon King Riggs
Doolittle Kingston Roberts
Dornan Klink Rogers
Dreler Klug Rohrabacher
Duncan Knollenberg Ros-Lehtinen
Dunn Kolbe Rose
Ehlers LaHood Roth
Ehrlich Latham Roukema
Emerson LaTourette Royce
English Lazio Salmon
Ensign Leach Sanford
Evans Levin Saxton
Everett Lewis (CA) Scarborough
Ewing Lewis (KY) Schaefer
Fawell Lightfoot Schiff
Fields (TX) Linder Seastrand
Flanagan Lipinskl Sensenbrenner
Foley Livingston Shadegg
Forbes LoBiondo Shaw
Fowler Longley Shays
Fox Lucas Shuster
Franks (CT) Manzullo Skeen
Franks (NJ) Martinez Smith (MI)
Frelinghuysen Martinl Smith (NJ)
Frisa McCollum Smith (TX)
Funderburk McCrery Smith (WA)
Gallegly McDade Solomon
Ganske McHugh Souder
Gekas McInnis Spence
Gllchrest McIntosh Stearns
Gillmor McKeon Stump
Gilman McNulty Talent
Goodlatte Meyers Tate
Goodling Mica Taylor (NC)
Goss Miller (FL) Thomas
Graham Mink Thornberry
Greenwood Molinar! Tiahrt
Gutknecht Moorhead Torkildsen
Hancock Morella Torres
Hansen Murtha Upton
Hastert Myers Vucanovich
Hastings (WA) Myrick Waldholtz
Hayes Nethercutt Walker
Hayworth Neumann Walsh
Hefley Ney Wamp
Heineman Norwood Watt (NC)
Herger Nussle Watts (OK)
Hilleary Oxley Weldon (FL)
Hobson Packard Weldon (PA)
Hoekstra Parker Weller
Hoke Pastor White
Horn Paxon Whitfleld
Hostettler Petrl Wicker
Houghton Pombo Wolf
Hunter Porter Wynn
Hutchinson Portman Young (AK)
Hyde Poshard Young (FL)
Inglis Pryce Zeliff
Johnson (CT) Quillen Zimmer
NOT VOTING—16
Bartlett Istook Stockman
Becerra Kelly Towns
Collins (GA) Largent Waxman
Collins (MI) Metealf Woolsey
Gunderson Moakley
Hoyer Sisisky
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hoyer for, with Mr. Bartlett of Mary-
land against.

Mr. Towns for, with Mr. Largent agalnst.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained during the vote on the
Spratt-Moran amendment to expand the Presi-
dent’s line-item veto authority to include tax
loopholes. Had | been present for this vote, |
would have voted “Aye.”

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, I have a few words
about the schedule as the day proceeds.

I would like to mention to all the
Members of the body that we are con-
cerned about the snowstorm that is
moving in, especially in the Midwest.
We have a lot of Members who are anx-
ious to travel. We have, I think it is
four amendments we believe that we
can move fast. We are trying to move
the amendments as fast as we can. We
are hopeful that with the cooperation
of all the Members we might be able to
complete our work today even before
the scheduled 3 o'clock departure time.
I think that could be beneficial to a lot
of our traveling Members. I just want-
ed to bring to every Member's atten-
tion that insofar as we can move the
debate and the amendments fast we
might be able to alleviate their travel
pressure.

I want to thank all the Members for
their attention. 2

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments to be offered to the bill?

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I would like to ask if the distin-
guished Chair of the full committee
would engage in a discussion as to the
scheduling.

The majority leader asked that we
run amendments at this point. I am
not aware of any amendments on the
floor at this time. Is it the desire of the
majority leader and the committee to
go out if that is not the case, to go to
the substitutes? What is the will here?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. I yield to the Chair of the
full committee.

Mr. CLINGER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we have been noticed
with a number of amendments that
have been published in the RECORD, and
we assumed that they would be offered
in a timely fashion; that is, Ms. NOR-
TON has an amendment, Mr. OBEY has
an amendment, Ms. WATERS has an
amendment, Mr. TAUZIN. We had an-
ticipated that those amendments
would be coming in due course. Our ob-
jective here would be to complete those
amendments today, dispose of those
amendments today, and deal with the
substitutes. I know the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has a
substitute which he would offer on
Monday.

Mr. WISE. At this point it is my un-
derstanding, and I will defer to our
ranking member, but it is my under-
standing that none of the Members are
able to offer their amendments at this
point or had not expected to.

So the question then becomes if there
is concern about the weather, is it bet-
ter to let Members go at this point; if
there is concern about the weather and
getting flights to the West and Mid-
west particularly before they get
socked in, is it better, if the amend-
ments are not offered, to—
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Mr. CLINGER. If there are no amend-
ments to be offered, I would suggest
the gentleman who has a substitute
would offer his substitute at this time
and we would deal with that, or else we
would move to final passage. In that
event, we will postpone final passage
until Monday.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. 1 yield to the ranking
member.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, if we do not have any
amendments here now and if we are
getting ready to go on the substitute,
why would we hold final passage until
Monday when we might not be able to
get here on Monday?

I have been working here in Washing-
ton as long as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has, I be-
lieve, and we understand that if there
is a 12-inch snowstorm there is no way
we are likely to be able to get here
from wherever we are on Monday.
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So it would seem to me, Mr. Chair-
man, the thing to do would be to go on
with this legislation today, get it over
with, if we possibly can. There are two
options. One is to rise and come back
whenever we can if we are stuck some-
place because of the snow, and the
other thing is to complete the bill
today.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, in the
event the substitute amendment would
be offered, a substitute for the bill
would be offered at this point, would it
preclude the offering of other amend-
ments upon the disposition of the sub-
stitute amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. In responding to
the gentleman’s parliamentary in-
quiry: not necessarily.

If the substitute were adopted, that
would stop the amendment process
with respect to the original-text sub-
stitute.

Mr. CLINGER. I understand.

Mr. WISE. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman,
I could not hear the Chair. What was
the ruling?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
would tell the gentleman that I would
encourage, in view of the fact that
there are then no Members presently
on the floor prepared to offer perfect-
ing amendments, but only the gen-
tleman standing who is prepared to
offer a substitute amendment—my un-
derstanding is that if the gentleman’s
substitute would prevail, it would pre-
clude consideration of further amend-
ments. On the other hand, if the gen-
tleman's substitute does not prevail,
other amendments would be in order,
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and I would encourage the gentleman
to present his substitite amendment.
Mr. WISE. In that case, Mr. Chair-
man, we will be happy to proceed.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments to the bill?

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WISE

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. It has been printed in the
RECORD and is amendment No. 31.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WIsSE: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CER-

TAIN PROPOSED RESCISSIONS AND
TARGETED TAX BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1012 of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 683) is amended to read
as follows:

*EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
PROPOSED RESCISSIONS

“SEC. 1012. (a) PROPOSED RESCISSION OF
BUDGET AUTHORITY OR REPEAL OF TARGETED
TAX BENEFITS.—The President may propose,
at the time and in the manner provided in
subsection (b), the rescission of any budget
authority provided in an appropriation Act
or repeal of any targeted tax benefit pro-
vided in any revenue Act. If the President
proposes a rescission of budget authority, he
may also propose to reduce the appropriate
discretionary spending limit set forth in sec-
tion 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 by an amount that does not ex-
ceed the amount of the proposed rescission.
Funds made available for obligation under
this procedure may not be proposed for re-
scission again under this section.

“(b) TRANSMITTAL OF SPECIAL MESSAGE.—

*(1) The President may transmit to Con-
gress a special message proposing to rescind
amounts of budget authority or to repeal
any targeted tax benefit and include with
that special message a draft bill that, if en-
acted, would only rescind that budget au-
thority or repeal that targeted tax benefit
unless the President also proposes a reduc-
tion in the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. That bill
shall clearly identify the amount of budget
authority that is proposed to be rescinded
for each program, project, or activity to
which that budget authority relates or the
targeted tax beneflt proposed to be repealed,
as the case may be. A targeted tax benefit
may only be proposed to be repealed under
this section during the 10-legislative-day pe-
riod commencing on the day after the date of
enactment of the provision proposed to be re-
pealed.

*(2) In the case of an appropriation Act
that includes accounts within the jurisdic-
tion of more than one subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, the President
in proposing to rescind budget authority
under this section shall send a separate spe-
clal message and accompanying draft bill for
accounts within the jurisdiction of each such
subcommittee.

*(3) Each special message shall specify,
with respect to the budget authority pro-
posed to be rescinded, the following—
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**(A) the amount of budget authority which
he proposes to be rescinded;

“(B) any account, department, or estab-
lishment of the Government to which such
budget authority is available for obligation,
and the specific project or governmental
functions involved;

“(C) the reasons why the budget authority
should be rescinded;

‘(D) to the maximum extent practicable,
the estimated fiscal, economic, and budg-
etary effect (including the effect on outlays
and receipts in each fiscal year) of the pro-
posed rescission;

*(E) all facts, circumstances, and consider-
ations relating to or bearing upon the pro-
posed rescission and the declsion to effect
the proposed rescission, and to the maximum
extent practicable, the estimated effect of
the proposed rescission upon the objects,
purposes, and programs for which the budget
authority is provided; and

‘“(F) a reduction in the appropriate discre-

tionary spending limit set forth In section
601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, if proposed by the President.
Each special message shall specify, with re-
spect to the proposed repeal of targeted tax
benefits, the information required by sub-
paragraphs (C), (D), and (E), as it relates to
the proposed repeal.

‘*(c) PROCEDURES FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDER-
ATION.—

“(1)(A) Before the close of the second legis-
lative day of the House of Representatives
after the date of receipt of a special message
transmitted to Congress under subsection
(b), the majority leader or minority leader of
the House of Representatives shall introduce
(by request) the draft bill accompanying that
speclal message. If the bill is not introduced
as provided in the preceding sentence, then,
on the third legislative day of the House of
Representatives after the date of receipt of
that special message, any Member of that
House may Introduce the bill,

*(B) The bill shall be referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations or the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives, as applicable. The committee
shall report the bill without substantive re-
vision and with or without recommendation.
The bill shall be reported not later than the
seventh legislative day of that House after
the date of receipt of that special message, If
that committee fails to report the bill within
that period, that committee shall be auto-
matically discharged from consideration of
the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the
appropriate calendar.

*(C) During consideration under this para-
graph, any Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives may move to strike any pro-
posed rescission or rescissions of budget au-
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49
other Members.

‘(D) A vote on final passage of the bill
shall be taken in the House of Representa-
tives on or before the close of the 10th legis-
lative day of that House after the date of the
introduction of the bill in that House. If the
bill is passed, the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall cause the bill to be en-
grossed, certified, and transmitted to the
Senate within one calendar day of the day on
which the bill is passed.

“(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep-
resentatives to proceed to the consideration
of a bill under this section shall be highly
privileged and not debatable. An amendment
to the motion shall not be in order, nor shall
it be in order to move to reconsider the vote
by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to.
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‘(B) Debate in the House of Representa-
tives on a bill under this section shall not
exceed 4 hours, which shall be divided equal-
1y between those favoring and those opposing
the bill. A motion further to limit debate
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in
order to move to recommit a bill under this
section or to move to reconsider the vote by
which the bill is agreed to or disagreed to,

‘(C) Appeals from decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the Rules of
the House of Representatives to the proce-
dure relating to a bill under this section
shall be decided without debate.

‘(D) Except to the extent specifically pro-
vided in the preceding provisions of this sub-
section, consideration of a bill under this
section shall be governed by the Rules of the
House of Representatives. It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives to con-
sider any rescission bill introduced pursuant
to the provisions of this section under a sus-
pension of the rules or under a special rule.

“(3)A) A bill transmitted to the Senate
pursuant to paragraph (1)(D) shall be re-
ferred to i1ts Committee on Appropriations or
Committee on Finance, as applicable. That
committee shall report the bill without sub-
stantive revision and with or without rec-
ommendation. The bill shall be reported not
later than the seventh legislative day of the
Senate after It receives the bill. A commit-
tee failing to report the bill within such pe-
riod shall be automatically discharged from
consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be
placed upon the appropriate calendar.

*(B) During consideration under this para-
graph, any Member of the Senate may move
to strike any proposed rescission or rescis-
sions of budget authority or any proposed re-
peal of a targeted tax benefit, as applicable,
if supported by 14 other Members.

“(4)(A) A motion in the Senate to proceed
to the consideration of a bill under this sec-
tion shall be privileged and not debatable.
An amendment to the motion shall not be in
order, nor shall it be In order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is
agreed to or disagreed to.

‘(B) Debate in the Senate on a bill under
this section, and all debatable motions and
appeals in connection therewith (Including
debate pursuant to subparagraph (C)), shall
not exceed 10 hours. The time shall be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by, the
majority leader and the minority leader or
their designees.

‘{C) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motion or appeal in connection with a bill
under this section shall be limited to not
more than 1 hour, to be equally divided be-
tween, and controlled by, the mover and the
manager of the bill, except that in the event
the manager of the bill is in favor of any
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi-
tion thereto, shall be controlled by the mi-
nority leader or his designee, Such leaders,
or either of them, may, from time under
their control on the passage of a bill, allot
additional time to any Senator during the
cun;ilderatlon of any debatable motion or ap-
peal.

‘D) A motion in the Senate to further
limit debate on a bill under this section is
not debatable. A motion to recommit a bill
under this section is not in order.

*(d) AMENDMENTS AND DIVISIONS PROHIB-
ITED.—Except as otherwlise provided by this
section, no amendment to a bill considered
under this section shall be In order in either
the House of Representatives or the Senate.
It shall not be in order to demand a division
of the question in the House of Representa-
tives (or in a Committee of the Whole) or in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the Senate. No motion to suspend the appli-
cation of this subseetion shall be in order in
either House, nor shall it be In order in ei-
ther House to suspend the application of this
subsection by unanimous consent.

*(e) REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE FOR
OBLIGATION.—(1) Any amount of budget au-
thority proposed to be rescinded in a special
message transmitted to Congress under sub-
section (b) shall be made avallable for obli-
gation on the day after the date on which el-
ther House rejects the bill transmitted with
that special message.

*{2) Any targeted tax benefit proposed to
be repealed under this section as set forth in
a special message transmitted by the Presi-
dent shall not be deemed repealed unless the
bill transmitted with that speclal message is
enacted Into law.

ﬁ“(f} DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
on—

“(1) the term ‘appropriation Act’' means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions;

*(2) the term ‘legislative day' means, with
respect to either House of Congress, any day
of session; and

“(3) the term ‘targeted tax benefit’ means
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation
Act determined by the President to provide a
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion,
preference, or other concession to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as
a single beneficiary regardless of the number
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries,
shareholders, or affiliated corporate enti-
tles.”

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.—
Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 621 note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking *and 1017"
and inserting *‘1012, and 1017""; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘section
1017" and inserting ‘‘sections 1012 and 1017"";
and

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 1011 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 682(5)) 1s amended by
repealing paragraphs (3) and (5) and by redes-
ignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (3).

(2) Section 1014 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 685) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘or the
reservation'’; and

(B) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘or a
reservation” and by striking ‘“or each such
reservation™.

(3) Section 1015(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 686)
is amended by striking ‘‘is to establish a re-
serve or’’, by striking ‘‘the establishment of
such a reserve or", and by striking ‘‘reserve
or"” each other place it appears.

(4) Section 1017 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 687) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘rescis-
sion bill introduced with respect to a special
message or'’;

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘rescis-
sion bill or", by striking “bill or" the second
place it appears, by striking ‘‘rescission bill
with respect to the same special message
or”, and by striking ‘', and the case may

(C) in subsection (b)2), by striking *‘bill
or" each place it appears;

(D) in subsection (c), by striking *‘rescis-
sion' each place it appears and by striking
“bill or" each place 1t appears;

(E) in subsection (d)(1), by striking ‘‘rescis-
sion bill or" and by striking **, and all
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amendments thereto (in the case of a rescis-

sion bill)";

(F) In subsection (d)(2)—

(1) by striking the first sentence;

(ii) by amending the second sentence to
read as follows: “Debate on any debatable
motion or appeal in connection with an im-
poundment resolution shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the mover and the manager of the
resolution, except that in the event that the
manager of the resolution is in favor of any
such motion or appeal, the time in opposi-
tion thereto shall be controlled by the mi-
nority leader or his designee.”;

(1i1) by striking the third sentence; and

(iv) in the fourth sentence, by striking *“‘re-
scission bill or'" and by striking ‘‘amend-
ment, debatable motion,” and by inserting
“‘debatable motion'';

(G) in paragraph (d)3), by striking the sec-
ond and third sentences; and

(H) by striking paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and
(7) of paragraph (d).

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The [tem re-
lating to section 1012 in the table of sections
for subpart B of title X of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974
is amended to read as follows:

“*Sec. 1012. Expedited consideration of cer-
taln proposed rescissions and
targeted tax benefits.”

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, or the substitute that is
being offered, is the Wise-Spratt-Sten-
holm substitute. Some call it expedited
rescission; some would call the Repub-
lican version offered by the full com-
mittee enhanced rescission. Both are
forms of line-item veto, and that is the
first thing we have to get clear.

There are two goals, it seems to me,
with any kind of modified line-item
veto such as we are discussing today.
The goals are that the President be
able to line item items in appropria-
tion bills that he or she thinks should
be cut and that the President is enti-
tled to a vote on those items; second,
that all Members be held accountable
for whether or not they voted to sus-
tain the President, whether they voted
to cut.

So, Mr. Chairman, the goals are: the
President can veto and the Congress
must vote. Underline the word ‘“*‘must.”
Second is that all Members be held ac-
countable so that the public knows
how BOB WISE voted in his district for
these cuts and how others voted. In
both cases what the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the distin-
guished chairman, is offering on behalf
of the full committee is a form of line-
item veto, and our expedited rescission
bill is a form of line-item veto, and
both have that process.

Now the Republican version and the
Democratic version, the substitute ver-
sion, in both cases the Congress must
vote. That is not the present situation
under current law. Under current law
the President may issue a rescission,
but if the Congress does not take it up
and vote affirmatively in both Houses,
the rescission fails.

Here it is a different process. In both
versions, the Republican version and
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our substitute, the Congress must take
the measure up, and the Congress must
vote. So the President gets his vote.

There is one major difference be-
tween the two versions. The difference
is what does it take to sustain the
President's veto? In the case of the Re-
publican version, the full committee
version, at the end of the day, after
working our way through the whole
process and the President sends it
back, at the end of the day it takes
two-thirds of this body to override a
Presidential cut, a Presidential line-
item veto. Under our substitute, which
is essentially the same substitute that
passed with 342 votes last year from
the House, Republican and Democrat
alike, under our substitute it is a sim-
ple majority, a simple majority. What
our substitute does is to say that one-
third plus one does not determine the
fate of every line-item veto.

Now there are some other provisions
that I think are important. Our sub-
stitute has the option for the President
to allocate the moneys saved by the
cutting to deficit reduction, in effect a
form of lock box. That is in our amend-
ment. Our substitute has in it language
that has already been placed in the
other version giving 50 Members on the
floor the ability to break out a specific
rescission for individual attention.

Our substitute also has in it the lan-
guage that I believe is in the present
version, the committee version, that
permits the line item-ing of certain tax
benefits to go to a class of 100 tax-
payers or less.

So essentially what we are talking
about here is whether or not my col-
leagues believe a majority ought to be
all that is required to override the
President or whether two-thirds. I say
to my colleagues, ‘I urge you to look
at this carefully and think. We don't
know who the President will be in 2
years, or 6 years, or 10 years. Do you
want to have to always be going up
against a President knowing that one-
third plus one in this body can over-
come you at every opportunity? You
can't even argue to a majority.”’

Now the argument is made that, if a
majority passed an overall appropria-
tion bill, then why is it likely to think
that a majority would be willing to
sustain a Presidential veto? In other
words, a majority passed the bill; then
the majority is not going to turn
around and take items out of it, and I
ask all of my colleagues to consider
how bills, appropriation bills, are
passed here. We vote on a total pack-
age. We may not like certain provi-
sions in it, but we vote for it on the
basis that the overall bill is preferable
to a few of the items we disagree with.

However, when confronted with those
individual items coming back by them-
selves, and particularly—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia has ex-
pired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. WISE
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WISE. But when confronted with
individual items coming back in a
Presidential line-item veto or rescis-
sion, if my colleagues will, and know-
ing that the full public scrutiny is,
“How did you vote on this controver-
sial area or this controversial project,”
it is very likely that a majority would
sustain that Presidential line-item
veto or rescission. So it really gets
down to two-thirds, or really gets down
to whether one wants one-third plus
one to run the appropriations process
or one wants a majority vote. I remind
my Republican colleagues and Demo-
cratic colleagues that 342 Members
voted for this language in the past Con-
gress.

So, with the Wise-Spratt-Stenholm
substitute, Mr. Chairman, the Presi-
dent can rescind, the President is guar-
anteed a vote in Congress within 10
days of it coming to the Congress, and
there is total accountability because
the public sees how we vote on each
item. I would ask that my colleagues
uphold our substitute and guaranteed
majority rule as opposed to one-third
plus one.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.
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Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, as I
have reviewed this over the years, as
the House has deliberated on the line-
item veto—and last year we came to
the conclusion that basically the sub-
stitute the gentleman is now offering
was the one that should become law—
the one reason was to maintain the
balance of power.

The gentleman has stated this is his
opening remarks, and I would like to
carry that a little further, because I
think we really need to show this to
the Members of the House. If the Re-
publican version would ever become
law and be held to be constitutional,
the House could very well have no
input at all. No Member of the House
would have any input because with any
President, knowing how this total sys-
tem works, all he needs is 34 Senators.
All he needs is 34 Senators, because
both Houses have to override the veto.
Is that correct?

Mr. WISE. The gentleman is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Wiskg] has expired.

(On request of Mr. VOLKMER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WISE was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, since
both Houses have to override, as we
have seen in other instances, other ve-
toes, those of us who have been here,
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with such things as the shoe and tex-
tile bill we passed and Reagan vetoed
and Bush vetoed, all he had to do was
get 34 Senators. So what we end up
with is that the whole spending policy
of this Nation is governed not by you
folks, not by me, not by anybody in
this House. As long as we have one
President and he has 34 Senators he
can count on, that is it; is that correct?

Mr. WISE. That is exactly correct.

Mr. VOLKMER. So 35 people out of
this whole country would make the de-
cision on spending priorities under the
Republican version?

Mr, WISE. That is correct.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I have a
question.

I, too, am uncomfortable about the
two-thirds in both Houses having to
override. That is a tremendous transfer
of power from the legislative to the ex-
ecutive branch. But as I read the gen-
tleman’'s amendment, in this particular
case it appears that either House could
kill the veto; is that correct?

Mr. WISE. Absolutely not. Both
Houses have to vote. You have a vote
in both Houses. For instance, if it came
to the House and the House failed to
pass the rescission, then obviously it
does not go to the Senate because it
has died here.

Mr. DAVIS. So in effect if one House
approves the rescission but the other
House does not, in effect one House can
kill the rescission?

Mr. WISE. As is the case with any
bill.

If I may continue to explain it to the
